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II.— CRITICAL NOTES ON PLATO'S LAWS, IV-VI. 

Prefatory Note. 

The following notes on Plato's Laws, IV-VI, were prompted 
by my friend Mr. Conybeare's study of the Armenian version, 
the results of which he communicated to this Journal (XIV 335 
foil.; XV 31 foil.). Mr. Conybeare, when he has completed and 
published the collation of the last six books of the Laws, will 
deal with the general question of the relative value of Gregory 
Magister's translation, Ficino's translation, the Paris MS and the 
Apographa. It was my object to try to strengthen from internal 
evidence his confidence in the value of the Armenian text, and in 
pursuing this object I have often been led to disagree with him as 
to details, and I have also been led to offer somewhat too many 
conjectures of my own. No other material but Schanz's text and 
Conybeare's collations has been accessible to me. 

Book IV. 

P. 98, 1 K.al 6 KUToiKia-pm airijs. This is probably right. Bad- 
ham's suggestion, kot oIkm/lov avTfjs, is certainly wrong. A city 
may be named after local gods, rivers, wells, etc., or it may get 
its name from the circumstances of its foundation. If any change 
is necessary, owing to the construction, I would suggest Kaivolt) 6 
KaToiKta/ios avrijs. It is highly improbable that the words nj» avr&v 
(f>t)iu)>> are an interpolation, as Schanz thinks. 

P. 98, 10. I do not think that Ficino's rendering implies ««■' 
airijs, the reading of Arm. and Eusebius, for why should he then 
have added prope ? He cannot have referred atrrijs to the city. 
His rendering gives the sense of the Paris MS : Kara ravra avr!js 

((tara ravra = prope, avTrjs = mare illud). 

P- 99> 3 Odkdmjs, ox<8bv S<rov. The divergence in the Armenian 
is doubtless due to a difference in punctuation, as Mr. Conybeare 
points out, and this punctuation is right, for axeSov goes with 
iyyirtpov rather than with evXipLevarepav. It would be better if 
there were no comma at all. The received punctuation in Plato, 
and especially in the Laws, is often most trying to the reader. 

P. IOO, 32. For ptjfiara read (vprjpara. 
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P. ioi, 19. The noXccov Kal Swdpus of the Armenian suggests 

that we should restore ai 8ta rd vovtiku iroXepov vIkoi Kal bvvdpeis (cp. 

the phrase vUrj Kal Kpdros 7roX€fiou). If viKai dnodidoaotv is objec- 
tionable (as I do not think it is), the text as it stands is more so. 

P. 102, 29. There should be no stop after elo-iv. Below, in 
line 34, should not yiyviyrai be bracketed ? 

P. 104, 1. Here the oeiopStv of the Armenian must be regarded 
as a corruption, but it rightly omits Kal. We should read \oipS>v 

re efiTTiTTTovrtav xpovov iirl ttoXvp eviavr£>v iroWfav jroXKaKis aKXrjpiai. 

The last word only occurs in late Greek, but I see no reason why 
Plato should not have used it. I question if dicaipicu can mean 
' bad harvests,' as Mr. Conybeare renders it. 

P. 104, 14. Are there any other instances of this construction 
of <rv\\aPe<rdai with a dative? I should suggest here Kal oVpov 

yap <C.Kal^> ^ei/ievor avWafieadai Kvj3epvrjTiKrjp rj pi). 

P. 105, i. In this passage, as given by Schanz, 6pdS>s surely 

goes with ti wapov avT<£ 81a tv^ijj. The Armenian, dp6S>aai to napov 

airov 8ta tvxi\s tq t*';^, can scarcely be right (but cp. L. and S., 
s. v. op$6a>), but it suggests that Plato wrote op6S>s n napov airov 8m 
™xi* T V T 'X"V, an d that some one who took dpdas wrongly with 
tv^aaOai wrote ri, and for Ttj Tex v V interpolated rrjs rixyis av povov 
imbioi. The active c'm&etv seems to occur nowhere else in Plato 
or his contemporaries, if I may trust L. and S. 

P. 105, 11-13. Ficino's rendering does not seem to me to 
support, as Mr. Conybeare claims, the Armenian, but rather 
Schanz's text. I must say I should prefer to read ri perd tovto 

«i7roi av 6p8a>s €X elv J T0 T °v vopodiTov dpa (ppafapev tovto; 

P. 105, 19. Surely the ^v^i) rotam-i? of Arm. is an interpolated 
reading introduced to escape from the difficulty of r# Tvpawovpivij 
tyvxh- I suspect that tjj Tvpawovp.hr) was originally an adscript to 
ScpeXos €ival ti, and that it found its way into the text where it now 
stands, ^vxri being afterwards added. In this case we should 

read simply Kal vvv tovto gvverri'o-8a ; but, of course, Kal vvv ttj TotavTH 

\lrvxv £vv€ireo-6m would give a good sense. 

P. 107, 33. As an alternative to Mr. Conybeare's iwavavemo-riTai 

I would suggest idv iroTe yi} iraKiv eveyKjj (j>voiv. 

P. 108, 12. iras; certainly seems a 'nasty one' for the Athenian, 
and can only be vindicated by the exclusion of e'rrep ylvoiTo h 
\iyoptv. It is probable that we should read on after paKpa, neipd)- 

pcda 8e ffO)f. 

P. 108, 27. y en nov would perhaps be an improvement. 
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P. 109, 2-3. I question if m can be used as Mr. Conybeare 
suggests. We should require tim. Perhaps we should read mnv 
— ' in some things.' Tvpawovpevy is an interpolated reading. 

P. 109, 17 we should seemingly read tov towvtov, and p. no, n 

Setorepov tov. 

P. no, 12-13. The punctuation seems at fault here. Read 

iroipviois, Kal oirav rjpepol elatv dy(\ai ou ktX. 

P. no, 16. If we read tov yivovs, as I think we should, too 
yevovs Spavov rjpav goes together, and we understand y«W to before 

t5>v datpovav. 

P. in, 2. Instead of excluding voo-qpan, I should for kokA write 

Kal dyplm. 

P. in, 15. The Armenian and Ficino prove beyond doubt 
that rainy 8«v is an interpolation ; but if the Armenian translator 
did read o n hv for iJtk hv, his text was to this extent interpolated 
also. The passage is perfectly intelligible if we simply exclude 
TavTT/ 8«y, and Ficino renders it so. raiTy Selv was interpolated by 
some one who did not understand the construction, which is 

perfectly normal, and = dWa irpbs to rrjs jroAiTet'us ijtis hv y Ka6eo-Tt)Kvia 
l-vp<pipov, Sirios ktX. 

P. in, 26. Perhaps it would be better to adhere to the view 
that the Armenian translator never paraphrases, but here, as 
elsewhere, reproduces an interpolated reading of his Greek text, 

1. e. eavrov Kal ttjs dp\rjs. 

P. 112, 8-9. There is nothing wrong here, as Badham suggests, 
but p. 82, 16 we should read ko.1 <&iKalav> Kara (pio-iv. There, if 
81 had fallen out in an uncial text, as it well may have done, no! &p 
would certainly have been banished afterwards. 

P. 112, 18. It would be more correct perhaps to say that p^rt 
aiTois was missing both in Ficino's text and in that of the 
Armenian translator. 

P. 112, 30. vopav, Schultheis' correction for 6eS>v, is not likely 
to be right. The preceding Kal shows that we require an adjective 

or participle opposed to toij reOeio-i, e. g. riov Bereav Or t&v Kaivav 
(SC. vopav). 

P. II4i 3 I— 1*5' 2 ft^V $* avrov Kal olov rj rols fieXeariv c<peo-is ra iroia 
av Xfyopeva dpOorara <pcpoir' av/ For a^TOt) the Arm. has abra ; but 

auTot" (= toC o-Kon-oC) is right, and was read by Ficino. For 

opdorara fa'poir' av We should read either ev8vrara (ptport' av or 

6p66rara ((piKvolro av — probably the latter, as it cannot be said that 

an ecpems qbeperat. Schanz's (pepopeva for Xeyopeva is a move in the 
wrong direction. 
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P. 115, 27-28 reXevTrjoavrav 8e kt\. One cannot digest the grammar 
of this sentence even with t&v elOurpevav SyKov, and koXXiWi? is weak 
after a series of imperatives (pel — xp*i)- The whole long sentence 

from yovecov 8e pera ravra ripen £avrav (L io) to btaepepovras (1. 27) IS 
a Statement of the npai £avrav yoveW. We require KaWiart] ripy 
after TeXevrrjaavrav 8e yovcav, tO keep US awake tO this WOrd Ttpf/, 

which is taken up again, so keenly and with direct reference to 
this passage, at the beginning of book V. In the present passage 
Tifif/ may have fallen out very easily between KaXXiVrij and pipe, and 
in this loss lies the secret of the unsatisfactory grammar. The 

Sentence perhaps Stood Tacprj pev rjj aaxppoveaTaTij B&TTTeiv (caXXi'orij 

npri, and if «/uj fell out we can understand how 17 aaxppoveardTt) 

KaXKiarr] was written for tji eraxppoveaTarri ddiTTeiv kuXXioti?. Below, 

1. 30, it is worthy of remark that the false reading roiis yevvryras was 
deliberately introduced by some one who understood e'riGeaav as 
= Waitrov, a sense which came to be almost the exclusive sense of 
Tidrjpt in later Greek. It may be well for me to state for the sake 
of clearness that I understand Schanz's text pr,Te {mepaipopra — 
eTideoav as equalling Syxov phpiov, and I do not see how it helps 
the grammar. Possibly it might be better to exclude racpf/ ph f) 

<Ta><ppove<TTan) (we Would expect rather r) perpiaTdrr) ; cp. p. 118) as 

an interpolation due to the loss of npij, and to read Te\evTt)<rdvra>v 

be yovecov KaWiart] Ttpf) pr/re virepaipovra rbv eWto-pevov SyKov <C&dirTeiv^> 
pfjT eWeiirovra S>v ol irpoTtaropes Tols avrav yevvrfrals e'n&ecrav. 

P. 116, 3. If the Armenian is here to be trusted, irapexdpevov is 
either an interpolation or represents tS>v olxopevmv, which a trans- 
lator might have rendered by avr&v, as we have t.o>v reXos i\6vTa>v 
and vols KfKprjKoaiv just above and below. 

P. 116, 4. For re, banished by Ast, some particle is required, 
and en would give good sense. 

P. 116, 8 & Se kt\. Cp. pp. 127-8. There can be no doubt 
about npos 6(S>v. Perhaps we should read opiKrjpara and exclude 
gvpiravrav rovrav. Then Sera usque ad opiXrjpara would be simply a 
second thought for ^evovt. In line 12 there is no lacuna. It is 

surely good Greek to Say a 8e irpos <pi\ovs Sei npdrreiv 6 vdpos 7TeWa>v 
Tois 7roXtVay rfjv jroXtv evSaipova dnoTeXei. 

P. 116, 18. Mr. Conybeare's note requires explanation. Does 
not Selypa mean a pattern, and how could Ficino have rendered it 
otherwise than by 'exemplum'? For Sie^eXddvra, in line 20, I 
would rather read 8iacra<pr)(ravTa, or some similar word. 

P. 116, 30-117, 2. The omission of eh to by the Armenian 
may help to restore the context here. One can get no sequence 
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out of the passage as it stands in Schanz. The sense required is 

as follows '• to to'ivvv 817 Xe^devra t8o£ev rl pot npoipyov bpav aurco. ntpX 
lav yap av irapaivfi pi) Travrarrao-tv apals tyvxais r)pepa>Tepov (pair/ av anovtiv 

tt)v (Ipeveo-Tepai/. This is, of course, only verbi gratia, and a para- 
phrase in English will be more instructive. "What precedes 
is of some service to the vopodertis in making the citizens elirei6i- 
arfpoi; for in order that the citizens may be elirettitts, they must be 
well disposed to the vopoBtrris; so that (<»o-rir ktX., 1. 2) if he has 
made them better disposed towards him by what precedes, he 
has gained a great advantage." In p. 117, 1. 3 I would read 
airtipyaarai.. In the text as it stands Swep (pijarlv ((pr/pi Vermehren) 
has no point. Plato then goes on to demonstrate that as the 
doctor will have more chance of making his patient adopt his 
treatment and be cured, if he first makes him his friend (p. 119, 
24) by taking him into his confidence and showing him some- 
thing of his theory ; so the lawgiver will not be able to tame the 
citizens to listen to and obey his laws unless he makes them well 
disposed by expounding his theory. Cp. p. 122, 23. 

P. 118, 13. avrifv is, according to Schanz, the reading of the 
Paris MS. As Mr. Conybeare says, it is absurd to suspect iv ri 

iroiij/jan, which responds to iv nj> vopm (1. 7). To take StancXevotTo as 

passive does not, I think, improve matters, aw^ is necessary. 

After av I should insert «', i. e. <£«8wXos 8' ad et ti? leal jrcVi/r avtjp 
(SC. Bairruv avrov 8iaice\evoiTo) t6v /caraSea (ar enaivoljjrj. 

P. Il8, 26, 27 rj KaBairep larpos TO ? and line 29 eKaripaivl 

P. 119, 6. Si must be wrong; perhaps oi8e. 

P. 120, 2. We should probably cut out the irc'pi after iroXeav, 

reading k. <p. rrjv irep\ yev. apxr/v TroKeav irparjjv k. t. t. This position 

of irpwTijy, given by the Arm., is certainly the right one. 

P. 121, 6. I do not see why t<» pfjica to a-piKporarov should be 
banished. The sense is 'double in length at the least.' 

Surely from ko\S>s (18) to $La (line 30) belongs to Clinias (cp. 

urro T0ti8e (fort, vvo o-ov?), p. 122, 22). KaXas & M. \eyas is quite 

inadequate as an answer to Megillus. 

Book V. 

P. 124, 15. opBas should be excluded. The substitution of 
■fyvxri for Tipi) in the next line vindicates the grammar at the 
expense of the sense. If the Armenian represents deiov yap n 

(sC 17 ijrvxs) 5 rlptov, it may Suggest something, e. g. Oeiov yap ayadiv 

to ripiov. Anyhow, rlptov is probably right, and by this means we 
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may be'enabled to get rid of the difficulty about afinjx below, 
which grammatically means n)i/ ripfjv. 

P. 126, 4. It would be difficult for a translator to avoid 
expressing ab eis before cmo<rxi.&o6ai, even if he did not find it 
in his text. It would require stronger evidence to compel us to 
adopt a reading on the face of it so unidiomatic as Stobaeus' 

twv piv. 

P. 129, 8. If we read eKrrjcrdai Sivarai, then pi] povov ahrbv ix €tv KT ^- 

must be explanatory of inaivov, or rather of the imperative or 
protreptic sense implicit in the einuvos of the lawgiver. Is this, 
however, possible? The words cannot depend on xpv> as this 
dislocates the sentence at Kai Saa. The py Swdpevov, two lines 
below, is also against the Armenian Version. I should suggest 

€KTt)Tai, <Ta> Svvara prj povov avrov cx (lv <C Sell/ > tiXXa Kai dXXoiy 
pera8i86vai. Here, Of COUrse, ra Sward = ra hvvara a'XXois peTiStSoadai. 

P. 131, 3-12. Following in this passage the Armenian, which, 
obviously, is from an uninterpolated text, I should write the 

whole as follows : TrapayyeXKciv 8c navrl irdvT av8pa Kai SXtjv <Htt6\iv^> 
(ita Badham) ncpixapciav irdaav diroKpvnropcvov Kai mpiabwlav evaxi' 
povciv irctpdaOat, Kara tc cinrpayias lo~Tapcvov tov 8aipovos cKacrra Kai Kar 
arvxias, olov npos vyjftjXa Kai dvdvrt) dvBio-rdpcvov ncrlv <iiv^> irapardfec 1' 
e\7ri^€tv 8 del rois y dyaBoiat tov 6cbv <Copoi^>a 8<i>peio~dai Kai irovav 
piv ipjirmrovTHV avrl pci£6vaiv iXdrrovs notr/aav, rav r aS vvv jrapovrav eVl 
to fickriov peTaftdkas, to <C8i^> ivavrla (l. e. ra t)8ea Kai ra f3c\riova) 
tovtkov del Trdvrav (l. e. ra>v Ttovav Kai t&p napdvrav drvxr/pdrmv) nepi- 

yevrjo-eo-Bai per' dyadtjs tu^s. °^<°s cannot stand where Mr. Cony- 
beare puts it. 

P. 131, 7. I replace dvBio-rdpcvov. The sense I understand is: 
" Every single citizen and the city as a whole should bid each 
man carry himself nobly, suppressing his feelings of exultation or 
dejection, whether his luck be good or ill, as if he were standing 
in the ranks and facing enemies who held a steep hill." 

P. 132, 2. napa (pxxnv is an interpolation. 

P. 132, 12. If the Armenian is right in omitting npos, we 
should read Pov\r)o-cav, but its position seems awkward. However, 
it improves the sense. 

P. 132, 19-26. I cannot understand exactly from Schanz how 
Badham dealt with this passage. I should suggest iv $ 8' ad /3to> 

lo-opprmei KaBdircp iv rols irpooBcv 8cX I8la vopi£e<rdai, tS>v dvtaoppoTvcov 
(Slav as twv piv virepjiidWovTa T<» <f>i\a fjp.1v [ftovXopcda] Tav 8 av 
rois e'xBpois [oi fiov\6pc6a] ' irdvras 8i (ita Badham) robs fiiovs rjpaiv a>s 
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iv Tovrois ivbthtpevoi irc<pvKao~iv [rat J Bet Siavoetadai, onoaovs (lta Badham) 
<f>i(Tfi jSovKoficda. 

P. 132, 2J. Perhaps rives 89 /cat 7ro<ro« tto-t j3iot, Inmtp 8« irpoiKopevov 
<Ceca>, to jSovXijtov re Kal ckovo-wv afiovkriTat re icai d/couo-101/ €t8dVa (vel 
K<m8di'ra) Kal «s vop.ov eavrto Tal-d/xevov, rov <f>l\ov apa Kal f)8vv kt\. 
Cp. p. 155, 2 ff. 

P. 133, 25. We should probably read d 817 6 o-ixpptov tov dKo\dorov 

(SC. ?x«t e'XaTTOfO dpfporepa Kal imcpfidWei tj rjSovrj). The looseness 01 

this whole passage is owing to the fact that the iyt€ivbs /Si'os was 
introduced as an after-thought. The only alternative is to exclude 
6 81) a-axppav rov dx., with Cornarius ; but it is difficult to see why it 
should have been interpolated. 

P. 134, 12. iv rots rpoTroK is right. It means 'in their behavior,' 
and is not a technical word. Ast's iv rals arpocpais is out of the 

question. j3e/3atdVijTa iv rois Tpdn-ois corresponds to imtuctia Tivl 

8tKat'a, and if trrpotpal means 'the turns of the shuttle,' what is the 
point of saying that the upright threads (o-rtjpoves) are /9e/3<ua» iv 
rah trTpoQais. The point of the contrast is that they are fixed. 
The similitude of warp and woof suggests itself to Plato as 
regards laws and the administration of laws. The context is 
very difficult to follow as the passage stands in Schanz, for we 
are led to suppose that Plato had transferred his similitude of the 
warp and woof to the peydXai dpxal and o-ptxpal — a quite unjusti- 
fiable transition in thought, and indeed impossible. Cp. p. 159. 
The evidence of the texts, however (Stobaeus and the Paris MS), 
tends to show that from Sdev (1. 13) onwards the passage originally 

Stood thus : odev 89 tovs ras dp)(ds iv rats Tiukttriv ap£ovras 8« Siaicpl- 
vcardai Ttva Tpoirov ravrr] Kal tovs <Cp€yd\as Kal toup> apiKpas kt\. 

The loss of ptydKas ko.1 tovs would certainly have caused o-ptKpds to 
be changed to o-piKpa. We must regard the o-piKpa of the Paris 
MS as an error of its copyist, since its peydXas for rds is an inter- 
polation prompted by o-piKpds. S6ev hangs on to iwietKeia Strata. 
Has the Armenian peydKas or ras ? This should have been noted. 

"• '35' 2° tovtovs u>s voortjpd Tl iro\ea>s ipirecpvKos, ttj dVaXXayjj 81' 
fb(pr)p.tas ovopa ktX. ? 

P. 136, 12-14 ?* Se» . . . vwdpxtiv ? and below, in line 16, the 
Armenian beopivovs suggests baiopivovs, on which vepopivovs may be 
a gloss ; but no exception can be taken to vepopivovs. Cp. p. 140, 
13; 142,3- 

P. 137, 18-23 y>?s m*» wX. This sentence is very unsatisfactory 
as it stands in Schanz, as the opposition of yrjs piv and ttXj'jBovs 8e 
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is disturbing to the logic. I should suggest yfj ph 6»rdo-ij . . . 

npoadet ir^rjOovs, o7rdcroi <8 ai/)> rovs Trpoax&povs kt\. 

P. 137, 25. For tva n-epaiVijrat I should suggest iumepavdifra, km. 

P. 138, 4. The omission of nhs by the Armenian perhaps 
implies that we should read oi pJv 8j) oi8' efr ds n-oWa, which would 
be more sensible. 

P. 138, 19, 20. The first neia-avres, rightly excluded by Her- 
mann, probably represents a marginal correction, 7r«<r6Vi/j-«r. 
rreio-Qevres 8* 6v<rias kt\. is certainly required, as the subject of 

What follows is Ttves, not Xdyoi. 

P. 139, 11 deiir/po? hv. Unless Badham's correction is accepted, 
it is absolutely necessary to write Sevrepas hi <2>8e>. 

P. 140, 8. There can be little doubt but that the Armenian is 
interpolated here, but its interpolations point to an old dislocation 

of the passage. I should Suggest rjv 8e vvv fjpeis eirtKexeipr/Kapcv, 17 
ti/xiJ I 8evTe'pa ova-a, eti) ye av, yevopevt] n-or, adavatrias eyyvrara, rpLrtjv 

8e kt\. From 17 npjj Sevrtpa oS<ra the Armenian makes ij re pia m\ rj 
fcvTcpa etprjrai ; from the same words the Paris MS makes k<u 17 pia 
8euTtp<os. As the words are differently placed in the two sources, 
we must suppose that in their common source they were written 
in the margin in a corrupt form, e. g. 17 re pia Sevripas with an 
additional marginal conjecture of Kal 17 for j? t«. This xai 17 was 
substituted for rj re in the Paris text and inserted after pia in the 
Armenian, thus causing the interpolations of the latter. Among 
these I reckon the transposition of rpir^v be kt\. It is perhaps 
improper to form such elaborate hypotheses in matters of textual 
criticism, but they may at least suggest something simpler and 
better, but beyond my wits. 

P. 140, 19 ff. We should read r<» Kal Stvirowav Kal &0*. The 

first Kal at least, omitted by the Armenian, is urgently required. 
Mr. C.'s vopt£ea0ai is admirable in the sense of 'is supposed to be 
the property of,' but some word nearer to yeyovevai is required. If 
one had only ■yeyoWVcu to deal with, I should suggest Ovr/rov Svra 
yeapyeiv. The Armenian clearly shows that rubra 8' ex flv 8101/017- 
para is an interpolation, and a plausible compromise would be to 

read dvrjTOV ovra yeapyelv Kal vopi£eiv to. irtpl ktX. The passage 

from irarplBos onwards would then be thus rendered : "And as the 
land is his fatherland, he must cherish it more than children 
cherish their mother, because he is a mortal, and the land which 
he tills is a goddess and his mistress, and to the gods and 
demons who dwell in it he pays divine honors." The goddess 
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Ge (= Xapa) is distinguished from the cyx&ptoi 0eo\. The remedy 
of this passage depends upon one's grasping this. Both together 
make the iravret 6eo\ of p. 142, 9. 

P. 140, 29 op dp avTot fid\io~Ta %X7I <p&ov? 

P. i4Q> 3" Ka ' 6(panevTr)v BtStv km yevovs ko\ tt6\co>s. The Armenian 
and Ficino transfer km n-dXewy, and it is intolerable where it stands 
in Schanz's text. I should regard km n6\eas as a marginal sugges- 
tion in the archetype due to a km twice written, i. e. 6eS>p km km 
•yeVow. Certainly we are better without it. 

P. 141, 15. Schanz's anapTas is surely wrong. It is better to 

suppose a lacuna after pov0trr)o-eo-i, e. g. <<cai 7raiSiai> irpea&vTav 
rrepl ve'ovs 8id \6yap vov6eTrjTiKa>p dirapr&o-M hvpavrai ktX. 

P. 141, 23. The Armenian seems to be derived from Kvpa pcrd 
KaTaK\vo-p.ov (pipop poaovs ij noKipap <pdopas, which is possible. Cer- 
tainly there is an awkwardness about the Paris reading, and 
(pdopas would be an improvement for (pdopd. It is a matter of 
taste how we restore the passage. 

P. 141, 25 TraptpfidWeip. This is, of course, the official word, 
but there is no reason why Plato should not have written vwep- 
j3aXXe(>/ here. The e'^oXij is an alternative to the eKiropiri), and 
incKirepireip at least is a familiar word. 

P. I43i * itao-ip ottoo-ois epSeta oIkct&p? 

P- : 43> 33- The Armenian seems to point to ra Se pi) bvpara «a« 

f 1 jSouXotro paraiais /3ovXij(reo'ii' ovk hv e'jri^eipol. If km el were added 

in the margin of the original MS, it may have been in the one 
case lost, in the other misplaced and corrupted to km ep. Its 
omission in the one case would account for the reconstruction of 
the sentence with ovt' &p — ovt &p. 

P. 144, 17. Read, following the Armenian, 6 8e ovk dyados Brav 

Jl <pei8a\6s, <CoTap 8e pi) <£e»fia>Xoy> Tore iroTe kcu irdyKaKos. dyados 
8e ktX. 

P. 145, 31 ff. We should possibly write ip dpxals « km 

cla-Cpopats Kal 8iapopa.lt ttjp rrjs dgias eKaaroi npfjp, excluding raj 
ripds t« km dpxas (p. 146, 3). 

P. I47> 21 T17 rij: aXXijy ovaiae KTi)<re» "<ra ? 

P. 148, 11. The correction xpfi 8' enapaXapPdpfip seems almost 
certain. 

P- *49> 33- F° r ° VK «'<"" we should probably write <pioa tlaiv 

or <pvo-*o~ip atrip. 

P. I50, 4. PlatO probably wrote 81' avrrjp ttjp y^v Tpo<£i)v dpa8i- 

8oio-ap. The loss of yrjp would have caused the insertion of «« rfje 

yijs. 
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Book VI. 

As Mr. C. says, by some chance the Armenian is here of less 
apparent value. 

P. 151, I ff. I should write epyov, t<$ iro\iv eS irap«jK€va<Tii4vm (ita 

Badham), dpxas a>«rmj8eiW <«'> E7r«rr^<7at (ita Ast). It is pos- 
sible, but unlikely, that the words the Armenian omits (to»s — 
7r\eov) are an interpolation. If so, we must read inio-njaai., <t£i>> 
eS rcBivTwv ovx on yfkws ktX., and suppose that the interpolation was 
caused by the false reading Trapeo-Kevaapiv^v on the one hand, and 
by the loss of t&v on the other. 

P- x 55i 3 1 - Here, following the Armenian and Hermann, we 

should write oiroo-' av tis rrXiov vrrepfias ipSopr/KOvra (ij, pr/KiTi iv tovtok 
tok Ureal rots apxovtn tt)v Tt\ktKavTt\v apxh v ">s (rvvdpl-av biavor)difra>. 

P. 158, 26. I should write SkAo-tot* for Uaripois (cp. p. 147, 15). 

Then it is not necessary to suppose a lacuna. Cp. p. 159, 2. 

P. 160, 24. I cannot see the difficulty in oh pf/ Kadto-rriKot. We 
must construe rols 6eoh, oh. 

P. 161, 12. We should possibly write rph & rpels, which would 
make the process clearer. The genuine text in this case is rph Si 
with rpch added in the margin. Into the Armenian text, the Paris 
text and Stobaeus rpeis was wrongly introduced as a correction of 
rph in line n. It was also substituted for rph in line 12 by the 
Paris text and Stobaeus. The Armenian avoided this last error. 

P. 163, 3. Possibly norifavtrai for noioia-at. The difficulty below 
lies in the conjunctives irot&<ru>, Koo-p&o-t, which depend on nothing, 
as they cannot possibly depend on onas av (1. 1). We want 
■nouhaxrav, Koo-pekao-av. The sentence is much helped by the 
insertion of % between S>pas and A (1. 9). 

P. 164, 24—27 ph iire£ta>v <de> iv rois avrois ivex*< T 8 u ' [vopois\ Ka\ 
7rXeioei t&v v. f. <^np6s t<u!> 7repi ras t&v via>v apxas ijTip&aBai ? 
P. 166, I bvvarois [tc\ elvai [fcai] (rxoXa^ovras. 

P. 166, 5. Perhaps \rj£tv is more likely to have fallen out here 
than Kplaiv; but cp. p. 167, 29, where, however, I should be 
inclined to substitute \rj£iv for Kplo-iv. 

P. 166, II. Perhaps SeKa t&v npa to) v ^€tporowj#eVr a>v. 

P. 167, 2 ao-Ktio-eav. The MS has oUrfo-eaiv. I have no doubt but 

that PlatO wrote olKOVpqaeav. 

P. 167, 5. dyavlav is scarcely possible. Read ri yvpvma. 

P. 167, 13. For yiyvopAvrj povo-iKrj read yiyvopivr)v povo-iicrji. povo-tKrjs 
goes with roils apxovTas. 

P. 167, 17 daraywyevs re ttvm — aTiodiSovs. This I do not Under- 
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Stand. I should write elaayayevs y e eivai rots apiWapevois tt/v biaKpitnv 
els aWovs airoSiSois- Cp. line 30 els rois Kpiras — rr)i> Kpl<nv, words 

for the exclusion of which I see no reason. 

P. 168, 19. For i)pepov one should surely read apripepov. 

P. 168, 27. I doubt eTTipeXrjBrjval, as Kara divapiv on pcikio-Ta goes 

with KaBuTTavra and refers to the efforts of the vopoBeT^s to find the 
best man. If the Armenian translator really renders <cm dpeo-rbv ehai 

for aipeOrjvai, this Suggests the substitution for KaKZs alpedijvai of Xffiora 
xai apiara. I Understand top peWovra as the object of KaBiordvra. 

The vop.o6tT7}s is, of course, the subject of ap^ao-Bai. Cp. p. 170, 13. 

P. 171, 19. vopoderrjo-is should certainly be written for v6p<ov 

deo-is. I cannot understand the conjecture 178' SKav for the 

Armenian ijoWSv. In lines 20-21 the Paris reading seems to me 

tO be right. If we read toOto — elpijoSai, We should want neptpeveTa. 

Plato is very reserved in this passage. 

P. 173, 28 ff. I should prefer to exclude «x<w in line 30 and 
anovSri in line 34. In line 36 there should be no comma after 

noKeas, and q (p. 174, line i) should be retained. no\ea>s dvdo-Tcnov 

ylypea-dat and Xeineiv (pvyjj ttjv nokiv are two different things. 

P. 179, 9 ff. Km npos tovtois (1. 11) is certainly wrong. We 
should begin a new sentence with Spa Se (1. 9) ; the words o-xebbv — 
tieoii are a parenthesis. Then for ko.\ npbs tovtois read n-pos roOro. 
The Armenian may have had kqi irpbs roCro. 

P. 179, 26. The Armenian seems to point to 6e6s &s as the 
right reading. 

P. I79> 29 otov -CveoTrlav €is> veoTTonv eyyewr\aw ktK. ? 

P. l8l, l6 ff. br\Kov Ids eVeiS^ Sio-KoAov eon to Bpeppa avdpairos irpbs 
to ede\eiv elvai re xat yiyveoBai Kara Trpi avayKaiav hwpio-w, to 
bovKov tc epya> 8topl£eo-0ai nai ekevBepov <a\ beo-n6rrr)v ovSapas ext^epes. 

On this supposition the Armenian t6 elBio-Bai is an interpolation 
which took the place of the transposed words. 

P. 182, 3 likeov be avTov it poTip&vra' opBrj 8e Tpoqbrj <ct\. ? 

P. 183, 8. I cannot understand how ibpipara is to be construed. 
Possibly <8ea>povpTes> 6eS>v ISpvpara. The other law-courts are to 
be next the temples; in the temples (Jv ToiWr) are to be the 
courts which try for murder and other capital offences. 

P. 183, 16. For eKirepireiv I should write el eKwepnoipev. 

P. 185, 10. The Paris MS seems here to derive from a text 

which had iroWrjs dvBpwirois airopias- 

P. 188, 31. It is more probable that oi dropped out before 
tjvUa than that els dropped out after d<puc6pe0a. 

Calvmnos, Turkey. W. R. PATON. 



